ABSTRACT
formal proposal by a national standard-setting body for a novel type of voluntary reporting by company directors in the context of financial reporting. The OFR Statement, which was designed as a formulation of best practice and not as a formally binding reporting standard, was meant to guide the provision of narrative statements on the underlying financial and nonfinancial drivers of business performance. 2 Such reporting was expected to supplement and complement the published financial statements by giving visibility to a broader range of nonfinancial and future-oriented information on the potential of the business to achieve its long-term objectives. 3 The ASB suggested that the publication of a voluntary OFR in the annual report of companies (in line with the ASB's best practice guidelines) would assist the users of financial statements "not only in forming judgements on the results for the period in question, but also in making their own projections of future results and cash flows." 4 The OFR Statement differed from extant frameworks for the regulation of financial reporting in three ways. First, it positioned the presentation of additional narratives as an integral part of the financial reporting package, rather than as a separate form of disclosure. 5 Second, the OFR Statement no longer focused only on explaining past events and developments but called for the provision of future-oriented information on "known events, trends and uncertainties that are expected to have an impact on the business in the future." 6 Third, the most striking aspect of the OFR Statement was ASB's emphasis on qualitative statements from the point of view of management. Directors were expected to apply their own judgement to explain the underlying financial and nonfinancial drivers of the operating performance and financial position of their company. 7 The inclusion of narrative reporting on the agenda of the ASB also appears counterintuitive to the commonplace association of financial accounting with numbers. "Throughout the twentieth century, declining trust in expert elites led those in the accounting profession to pursue authority and acceptance for their work though the promotion of a quantitative definition of objectivity; therefore, how could narrative reporting have become an agenda issue for the ASB?" 8 Standard setting, aimed at regulating the presentation of financial figures in published reports, has thereby helped to amplify the widespread belief that the production of accounting numbers follows a standardized protocolgiving them the appearance of being impersonal and impartial. 9 This paper traces the conditions that allowed for the emergence of the OFR Statement as an agenda issue for accounting standard setting in the United Kingdom in the early 1990s. This study integrates the analytical construct of regulatory space 10 with a broader perspective on the fundamental interrelatedness between accounting, organizations, and society. 11 The idea that agenda setting is conditioned by the emergence of a historically specific accounting constellation replaces 6 . See OFR DISCUSSION PAPER, supra note 4, at para. 3. 7. See id. at para. 1, 12, 16. 8. See Theodore M. Porter, Quantification and the Accounting Ideal in Science, 22 SOC. STUD. SCI. 633, 639 (1992) .
9. See id. at 635 (noting that the crude process of collecting and structuring information into the format of published financial statements can still require considerable degrees of judgment, which distinguishes the accounting ideal of objectivity from that in science). Over the last thirty years or so, the conceptual and methodological developments in social studies of accounting have brought together a multitude of concepts and approaches as developed in the sociology of science, the work of Foucault, new institutional approaches in sociology, and a wide array of other disciplines. By crossing disciplinary boundaries, these writings have helped to address fundamental questions about accounting as a social practice.
assumptions about the linearity of change. 12 The analytical construct of the accounting constellation implies that accounting change can happen more haphazardly when "things that were previously different" are brought into relation with each other. 13 To support this argument, the notion of a multi-directional process of translation is introduced to describe the constellation's formative process, which consists of a variety of institutional frameworks, arenas of debate, and policy programs that transcend the discourse of regulatory reform in accounting. 14 Sociological studies of accounting clearly caution against positivist views of accounting change as a purely technical response to changing external conditions. 15 The same applies to strong normative beliefs about what accounting is or what it should be. A narrow definition of accounting is deliberately avoided because the accounting category is understood as being made up of always-fluid assemblages of shifting practices and rationales that only happen to be categorized as accounting at particular points or periods in time. 16 "Accounting," in this paper, describes a historically and spatially specific set of techniques that help to make entities, processes, and persons visible and governable in the name of higher order ideas and aspirations. 17 The emphasis on language and discourse in this paper broadens the perspective on translation-a concept that originated in science and technology studies (STS)-beyond the tracing of specific actornetworks. 19 While it acknowledges that constellations may be established through individuals (such as the members of an epistemic community who may act as carriers of ideas) and material traces (such as documents), it shifts the level of analysis to the articulation of perceived problems with financial reporting and the positioning of narrative reporting as a solution in broader discursive arenas where participants are not necessarily associated with the standard-setting process. 20 By tracing the arguments in favor and against the inclusion of the voluntary OFR Statement on the agenda of the ASB, the analysis of the related regulatory debates unveils a complex web of discursive schemes that co-constitute the regulatory issue and the context in which it emerged. Regulatory problems and solutions emerge when the participants in regulatory space come to share new ways of thinking about the roles and purpose of accounting and accounting standard setting. 21 Most notably, they emerge in arenas that are otherwise not related to the standard-setting process. The analysis shows that concerns with the future orientation of financial reporting parallels a development in management accounting toward the use of accounting reports as a tool for strategic management. Although accounting standard setting at the ASB was no longer under the control of the accounting profession, the decision to deviate from extant regulations in the United States was rationalized with references to the historical trajectories of profession-led accounting regulation in the United Kingdom. The work of the ASB, a private sector body, on the OFR Statement project was also intrinsically linked to the government's concern with macroeconomic governance and the challenges of global competition. The formation of linkages to the standard-setting process is interpreted as the outcome of a multi-directional process of translation.
The remainder of this paper proceeds as follows. Section II reviews relevant research on agenda setting and elaborates on the study of regulatory reform as a multi-directional process of translation. Section III illustrates how the emergence of the voluntary OFR on the agenda of the ASB was mediated at the intersection of multiple discursive arenas, programs of governing, and expectations about the roles and responsibilities of the standard-setting body in the early 1990s. Section IV presents the conclusions from this study and the implications for a legal research agenda that is concerned with regulatory translations.
II. REGULATORY REFORM AS MULTI-DIRECTIONAL TRANSLATION
Anecdotally, the origins of novel regulatory policies pertaining to narrative reporting have been attributed to charismatic individuals like the first chairman of the ASB, Sir David Tweedie. The OFR Statement is also often portrayed as a case of international policy convergence toward the long-standing disclosure requirements for companies registered with the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC). 22 Studies of regulatory innovations in other policy fields show, however, that individual leaders and global policy networks are often only oneand not necessarily the most prominent-factor among many in the transformation of regulatory policymaking. 23 The analytical construct of regulatory space from new institutional studies in political science has helped researchers in various disciplines to describe the social and institutional dynamics of regulatory reform. These studies show that the experience of regulation is often framed by a series of wider political, legal, and cultural factors, which, in turn, define the scope of issues that become subject to regulatory debate in a community. 24 Studies of the regulatory spaces in which accounting standards are developed draw particular attention to the uneasy position of individual accounting standard-setting bodies. These bodies often reside within a nexus of multiple pressures and demands from governments, the accounting profession, the preparers of annual reports, the general media, academia, or strong individual personalities. 25 The multiplicity of participants in regulatory space and the exposure of agenda setting to wider institutional environments is believed to challenge the claims to authority and independence of the administrative agencies that are formally responsible for the development of rules and regulations. 26 As a result, anticipatory and consequential decision making in regulatory space may be replaced with action according to a "logic of appropriateness," which effectively transforms the regulatory process into a quest for legitimacy. Under these circumstances, behavior is aligned with the duties and obligations that political and social institutions prescribe for a particular actor in a particular situationincluding the standard-setting body. 27 Previous research has highlighted, for instance, the significance of institutionalized quality criteria (such as relevance, reliability, and representational faithfulness) in the rhetoric of the Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB). 28 In these cases, regulatory reform occurred when the participants in regulatory space agreed that existing financial reporting practices deviated from shared concepts of good practice. 29 The focus on formally inscribed framework criteria and norms of behavior in the study of the regulatory space of accounting standard setting has, however, led to the conclusion that financial reporting change can only ever be incremental. "Regulatory space is not a space within which dramatic changes in accounting practices occur. Instead, it is a space for tinkering with existing practices and financial statements." 30 This paper counters that argument-proposing that regulatory change can also be more radical and innovative. The publication of the OFR Statement by the ASB suggests that accounting standard setting is not only the site of ongoing debate over existing regulated practices. It shows that accounting standard setting can also be the site of more radical innovation and change. Or, in the words of the Financial Reporting Council (FRC), which oversaw the work of the ASB:
"Tinkering and patching is not good enough. There is no quick fix." 31 This preliminary observation implies that shared claims about "good" accounting information, which are reproduced by the participants in a particular regulatory debate, are not static but can vary over time, across jurisdictional boundaries, and between projects. 32 The proposed analysis in this paper responds to Peter Miller and Christopher Napier's call "to attend to the piecemeal fashion in which various calculative technologies have been invented and assembled" and to draw attention to the potentially multiple branches of historical developments and unintended encounters that pass through and shape accounting practices in often haphazard ways. 33 The wider perspective on accounting as a social and institutional practice implies that the mobilization of particular financial reporting techniques is more than merely a means to an end. As Joni Young points out, accounting issues "are not simply there" by the time they emerge on the regulatory agenda but are constructed by the participants in a regulatory debate according to the distinct circumstances in which regulation takes place. 34 This is framed as a multi-directional process of translation. To study the phenomenon of innovation in regulatory space, further questions need to be asked about the emergence of new agenda issues in the first place. This includes not only prevailing expectations about the roles and purposes of the standard-setting body, but also the shared understanding of the roles and purposes of accounting as an organizational practice. More specifically, we need to draw attention to the moments in which ideas about the accounting category in standardsetting debates begin to shift. It requires attention to much wider and more subtle historical developments, events, bodies of knowledge, and programs of government, all of which transcend the process of agenda setting in a particular regulatory space. As a result, entirely new problems with financial reporting may emerge and fashion the conditions of possibility for regulatory innovation.
Notions of translation have provided a recurring theme in related investigations of the more complex conditions of possibility for accounting phenomena to occur (Figure 1 networks by following the movements of actors and objects, 35 accounting scholars have proposed to "concentrate principally on the discursive processes of accounting change." 36 References to translation have been used in different ways to stress different aspects of accounting as a social and institutional practice. Studies of the social and historical foundations of the accounting category focus on accounting as the object of translation. Here, translation materializes in the emergence of a new technique of recording and reporting transactions. In contrast, studies of accounting and governance stress the capacity of accounting to act as a translation mechanism that helps to operationalize abstract government programs in local practices. Translatability thereby becomes the precondition for accounting to be mobilized in discussions about the means and ends of government. Finally, research into the diffusion of accounting practices uses the concept of translation to describe the processes whereby accounting spreads across organizational and national boundaries and is eventually normalized. Regulatory agenda setting in accounting seems to cut across all three uses of translation; it outlines a social space in which new ideas about accounting practice are simultaneously constructed, linked to the idea of governance, and normalized. In other words, the debates in regulatory space reproduce and, at the same time, constitute the context in which regulatory innovation becomes possible. 36. Robson, supra note 14, at 550.
The integration of the related conceptual perspectives in the study of the development and publication of the OFR Statement helps to articulate the entanglement of the process of agenda setting and the wider arenas, programs, and institutions of accounting change. The investigation of innovation in accounting standard setting starts from the proposition that "accounting" as a category is without any particular essence and without clearly demarcated boundaries, but accounting "changes in both content and form over time, only ever achieving a temporary stability." 37 From this point of view, the production of accounting numbers is one of the multiple techniques that may be subsumed under the label of "accounting" at a certain moment in time. The analysis of how narrative reporting was considered as part of the regulatory mandate of the ASB draws on the related concept of the "accounting constellation" to describe the equivocal character of the emergence of accounting issues within widely ramified networks of social relations and historic events. 38 At the center of the constellation concept stands the observation that there is no clear distinction between the practices we call "accounting" and the context in which they emerge and operate. Accounting change is, instead, located at the intersections of multiple and diverse bodies of knowledge, institutions, or administrative processes that come to share an interest in a particular accounting issue, even if they remain otherwise distinct and disparate. They are distinguished conceptually as "arenas" of accounting change. 39 The arenas that emerge from the analysis of a particular accounting event may in themselves be rather fuzzy and instable over time and across accounting issues. Nonetheless, the exercise of tracing different arenas of discourse helps to show how wider social, institutional, and historical developments are implicated in specific instances of accounting change.
The general notion of translation is implicit in the concept of the accounting constellation. Accounting and nonaccounting arenas are understood to be brought into relation through processes of problematizing, by which the interests of different actors are restated in terms of the common interest (such as a shared interest in narrative reporting). 40 this problem and in proposing solutions. 41 In turn, new accounting practices are absorbed and reassembled into the aspirations of the wider arenas from which they emerge so that even seemingly incommensurable domains can develop a shared agreement about accounting problems and solutions. 42 The study of the underlying discursive schemes can, therefore, contribute to a better understanding of the complex and multiple conditions of emergence of different accounting events that are difficult to explain in terms of a onedirectional technical response to contextual demands or directed political interests. The study of regulatory reform as a multi-directional process of translation also directs attention to the standard-setting process as an area in which accounting and the sphere of government are brought together. The notion of regulation maintains the assumption that the behaviors of persons and organizations-and social and economic life at large-are programmable and "can be acted upon and improved by authorities" in the name of higher ends. 43 Government programs outline the particular strategies, claims, and prescriptions for intervening in the development of accounting practices, such as getting accounting "right" in accordance with a program of enhancing accounting quality. 44 However, the accounting techniques that are discussed in regulatory space also carry more abstract ideas of governing the economy at large. Perspectives on governing at a distance through accounting imply the existence of distant centers of power, such as the central administration of government or a firm's head office, that seek to act upon remote locales through accounting reports. 45 This has been described in terms of the concepts of "action at a distance" and "inscription devices," which imply that accounting practices provide a means of translating between 41 (John Law ed., 1986 ). Callon's proposals for a "sociology of translation" originally positioned the definition of obstacles to the achievement of certain goals and objectives as an "obligatory passage point" in the process of bringing different actors and entities that were not previously linked into relation with each other. Id. This process has also been described as "enrolment." Id.
42 highly abstract policy programs and the activities of individuals and organizations. 46 In this way, accounting practices contribute to defining what counts as an economic entity or activity by making only certain real life events visible in financial terms. At the same time, those seemingly neutral and impartial accounting techniques become the carriers of governing rationales as they are elaborated in terms of a political language of "order," "economic efficiency," "economic growth," or "modernization." 47 Attention to the formation of links between the accounting issue and abstract ideals of governing-even if they appear to be outside the regulatory mandate of the standard-setting body-can consequently help to promote further understanding of how accounting innovations come to be agreed upon by a wide range of participants in regulatory space at particular moments in history.
The diffusion of practices and ideas across organizations, national boundaries, and communities has been the focus of a third set of writings on translation as an element in the institutionalization of accounting in terms of assumed rules of conduct and routines. 48 The concept of translation has been used to draw attention to the process by which institutional practices are shaped and travel from one place to another. 49 This includes the particular role of experts as the carriers of 46. See LATOUR, supra note 35, at 241; LATOUR & WOOLGAR, supra note 19, at 51. In the original Latourian sense, inscription devices provide the material traces of the often muddled work of scientists by transforming activities and substances into a written text, figures, or diagrams which are directly usable by other actors who did not immediately observe this work. Id. Research reports promote action at a distance by stabilizing the work of scientists in a way that it can travel across time and space and be combined with other work. Throughout this process, they act as crucial nodes in the formation of widely dispersed actor-networks, which come to intersect as research reports travel from one place to another. 50 This perspective requires one to be critical about the possibility of shaping institutions at the local level through the interplay of the specific actors, relationships, and interests who support and use them. Global ideas often derive their meaning from being mobilized in local interactions and activities. 51 This implies the view that the standard-setting process is also the source of normalization of accounting practice, which may shape and change prevailing perceptions of financial reporting as a primarily quantitative exercise. The focus on the discursive level of regulation thereby allows for the identification of common themes that may transcend the levels of local interactions, abstract programs, and wider arenas of discourse at particular moments in history, even in the absence of distinguishable carriers of ideas or other formal and informal ties that cut across the debates that form part of a particular constellation of regulatory change.
In the next section, I first outline the formal institutional environment of accounting standard setting at the ASB in the early 1990s. Second, I draw attention to the wider arenas of accounting change that contributed to the articulation of narrative reporting as an issue for accounting standard setting. This analysis offers new insights into accounting as a particular social space in which regulatory solutions, abstract programs and techniques, and norms of conduct coconstitute each other and shape the wider context of accounting change. Methodologically, this study focuses on the diverse discursive schemes that are brought into relation as regulatory problems and solutions are constructed. They are understood to emerge from the documents that 1996) (describing organizational change and processes of institutionalization as translation were produced in connection with the OFR Statement and from research conversations with the three persons who were formally responsible for the OFR project at the ASB. 52 
III. THE AGENDA SETTING FOR A VOLUNTARY OFR AT THE ASB
This study of agenda setting in terms of a multi-directional process of translation places the development and publication of the OFR Statement, first, in relation to broader shifts in thinking about the means and ends of business management in terms of "strategic management." Second, this approach highlights the multiple programmatic dimensions of the work of the ASB on the OFR Statement. While the generic purpose of accounting standard setting was to improve the information content of published financial reports, the study of the wider arenas of accounting change reveals a wider set of governing ideals from the perspective of the state (building public trust), the market (efficiency), and the profession (thought leadership). The historical case further highlights how these debates became closely entangled with questions of international harmonization of accounting practice and regulatory competition-even in the absence of formal ties to international developments, transnational communities, or transnational regulatory spaces (Figure 2 ). 
A. The Formal Institutional Setting
The ASB was a relatively young organization when it launched the OFR Statement project. It was created in the 1990s to replace the profession-led approach of the Accounting Standards Committee (ASC) and turned the development of accounting standards into a joint responsibility for accounting bodies, large accounting firms, the industry, the financial community, and the government. 53 A new Section 256 in the Companies Act of 1985 allowed formal recognition of the ASB as the responsible standard-setting body in the United Kingdom. 54 It established that compliance with accounting standards was considered as compliance with the requirement to prepare and publish annual 53. See generally RUTHERFORD, supra note 25 (presenting the history of accounting standard setting in the United Kingdom).
54. See The Accounting Standards (Prescribed Body) Regulations, 1990, S.I. 1990/1667 (U.K.) (prescribing the ASB). company accounts. 55 The FRC was also established in 1990 as a stateaccredited umbrella body made up of members from the business and accounting community to supervise and oversee the preparation and enforcement of financial reporting standards. 56 The first members of the ASB included a chairman and a technical director, both working full time, and seven part-time members: three from large accounting firms, two from the industry, one from the financial community, and one from a regulatory agency. 57 The development of the OFR Statement followed the administrative arrangements for widespread consultation and engagement. The procedure reflected the fact that the accounting standards themselves were not authorized by parliamentary approval and, therefore, not legally binding. The ASB's lack of formal hierarchical authority to enforce reporting standards was seen by its staff as creating a particular need for securing wide-ranging support from the standard setters' main stakeholders in order to be authoritative. Feedback on the OFR Statement project was sought in a series of meetings with the members of the ASB and through regular nonpublic consultations with analysts, big accounting firms, and representatives of the business community who the ASB considered to be the most important allies for ensuring success of the OFR Statement project. The publication of a Proposal for a Statement on Operating and Financial Review in 1992 invited public discussion, attracting 104 comment letters in total. Personal consultations with business representatives-especially finance directors-continued to take place after the public consultation. It may be argued that the ASB's quest for legitimacy was also reflected in the deliberate decision to build the development of the initial discussion paper on the existing regulatory frameworks in the United States and Canada. Regarding the context in which the OFR Statement project was created, one interviewee recalls that "the Ontario Securities Commission [(OSC)] had fairly recently issued a requirement for a similar sort of MD&A." 58 The existing North American regulatory regimes not only inspired the development of similar guidance by the ASB, but elements from the Management Discussion and Analysis (MD&A) were also included in the initial OFR Statement discussion paper. 59 This form of institutional mimicking may be seen from a broader globalization context. Historically, pressures for cross-border harmonization in accounting standard setting have been brought about by the increasing economic interaction between the United Kingdom and the United States. 60 Another important step in securing the public mandate for the ASB's work on the OFR Statement seems to be marked by the reinterpretation of narrative reporting in the context of emerging technical quality criteria for accounting standard setting. Even though the first official Statement of Principles for Financial Reporting (Statement of Principles) in the United Kingdom was not published until 1999, the ASB developed and used a set of informal criteria at an early stage. 61 The OFR project team deliberately aligned the development of a framework for the production of narrative reports with 58. The first major reform to the U.S. MD&A disclosure regime in 1980 had aimed to replace an "often mechanistic commentary on percentage variations" with a "realistic management assessment of corporate objectives and numerical results. 62 The application of financial reporting quality criteria was sought to create greater consistency between narrative reporting in a voluntary OFR and high standards of quality in financial reporting in a capital market setting, the latter of which is the stated objective of the ASB.
In summary, it appears that the ASB's OFR project successfully enrolled the concerns of a wide range of its constituents. A reading of the written submissions to the OFR Discussion Paper and the interviews with the members of the OFR working group at the ASB suggest that the constituents of the ASB largely supported the project by the time the first public discussion was launched and rarely questioned the role and responsibility of the ASB in engaging with accounting issues beyond the financial statements. 63 A majority of respondents (seven percent) generally welcomed the proposals for a voluntary OFR Statement. Only nine percent of the respondents expressed severe concerns about the proposed issue of guidelines. Among them, it was mostly potential preparers of OFRs who explicitly rejected the proposals in the Discussion Paper. The interpretation that international harmonization can provide a source of legitimacy is supported by a set of positive responses to the 1992 OFR Discussion Paper that welcomes a cross-border perspective in the development of a regulatory framework for narrative reporting in the United Kingdom. Six of the response letters explicitly welcomed a move toward the U.S. approach as a step toward greater international harmonization of accounting standards, which they thought would increasingly benefit international businesses. Other respondents to the public consultation, including one of the professional accounting bodies, viewed a move toward the U.S. regime as a way to integrate an already "more workable" and "specifically drafted" approach. The proposed link between narrative management commentary and technical quality criteria for financial reporting standard setting also remained relatively unquestioned in the public debate. For example, only six (eight percent) of the seventy-seven respondents to the OFR Discussion Paper who welcomed the introduction of the OFR Statement also mentioned specific financial reporting quality criteria. However, the engagement in dialogue and the alignment of OFR proposals with international regulatory frameworks and institutionalized quality criteria cannot fully explain the implicit recognition that narrative reporting was part 62. Research interview, supra note 52. 63. The following analysis in this paragraph is based on a reading of 102 out of, in total, 104 unpublished responses to the ASB's 1992 Discussion Paper: Operating and Financial Review. See OFR DISCUSSION PAPER, supra note 4. Copies of the comment letters were obtained directly from the ASB.
of the financial reporting category and, therefore, part of the ASB's regulatory mandate. The initial appeal of existing regimes of other jurisdictions was soon replaced by severe criticism and efforts to develop a distinctively British approach.
B. Wider Arenas of Change
Richard Barker, in a general discussion of the OFR event, already suggested that inclusion of the OFR Statement on the agenda of the ASB appeared less radical in light of "a change of attitude towards public reporting." 64 This development may in itself be located within a wider constellation relating to the emergence of ideas of strategic planning and financial economics in business management and management accounting since the middle of the twentieth century. It suggests that the widespread agreement that companies should publish qualitative statements on the business operation's financial position tied in with the expectation that this kind of information was already used in internal management information systems.
Various people have pointed at the increasing impact of a transnational body of management knowledge on local modes of organizing business organizations and public life. 65 After World War II, the development of the academic discipline of management has been closely associated with economic principles of rationality, efficiency, and effectiveness. In the arena of management thought, normative notions of strategy increasingly contributed to the development of a series of decision tools, which focused the deployment of internal organizational resources on the achievement of long-term objectives. 66 As part of the emergence of a decision focus in business administration over the last decades of the twentieth century, organizational accounting practices have come to be treated as almost synonymous with management and have shared many of its developments. 67 This was also the case when the more specific objectives and techniques of management underwent considerable changes throughout the last decades of the twentieth century.
Ideally, accounting control systems were expected to play a role in the development and implementation of new strategic initiatives in dayto-day managerial decision making. The strategization of management accounting was perceived to be crucial for the company's long-term success. 68 The debates were characterized by a "relevance lost" rhetoric, which gained momentum in the field of management accounting research and consultancy by the end of the 1980s. H. Thomas Johnson and Robert Kaplan introduced the thesis "that the management accounting systems in Western companies were no longer providing relevant information for decision making and control." 69 Specifically, decision making on the basis of numbers derived from the financial reporting system was considered inadequate to guide managerial decision making related to the creation of long-term shareholder value. 70 For example, the treatment of investments in intangible assets as cost of the same period according to financial reporting rules was criticized for possibly deterring managers from making long-term investment decisions at the expense of future profitability. 71 Traditional accounting systems were further criticized for giving visibility to processes of production and exchange that were no longer representative of the "modern" business enterprise 72 and for concentrating only on the company itself but not on its outside markets and future developments. 73 These problems of financial accounting practices opened up new possibilities for the development and implementation of "innovations in performance measurement," including integrated measurement systems that combined financial and nonfinancial information in order to reflect wealth creation across different dimensions. 74 The language the ASB used when recommending reporting on the competitive environment of the business, its internal resources, and the risks and uncertainties of the business was closely aligned with the principles of managing for long-term shareholder-value creation. 75 However, the use of documents that would suggest a more direct travel of ideas, or the direct involvement of actors from the epistemic communities that promoted the innovations in management and management accounting (primarily business school academics and business consultants), did not become evident through the analysis. Instead, it appears that the translation of narrative reporting into a novel agenda issue for the ASB was largely mediated at the level of intersecting programmatic discourses about the means and ends of governing economic life through accounting. In most general terms, narrative reporting was proposed to provide a means of improving reporting practices on the financial position and results of increasingly complex businesses through additional narrative reporting elements, "rather than merely numerical analysis." 76 "By such means users of the Annual Report would be given a fuller understanding of the business and the environment in which it operates." 77 The programmatic dimension of the ASB's OFR project also reflected the overall public mandate of the accounting standard setter to help to strengthen the role of the city of London as one of the leading international financial centers. 78 Sir Ron Dearing, the first chairman of the FRC, recommended considering the standardization of narrative reporting as a way to address "the needs of the ever-developing market economy of the United Kingdom." 79 The FRC was equally concerned about disclosure as a potential source of competitive disadvantage for British businesses and for the attractiveness of the United Kingdom as a place of incorporation. 80 Interestingly, the competitiveness program provided the basis for challenging the possibility of translating the North American regime into the United Kingdom. Further elaborations on how far the North American examples should be followed by the ASB were marked by a strong critique of the institutional design of the MD&A regimes. The effectiveness of the U.S. approach is a particular area of concern. During the agenda-setting process at the ASB, potential preparers of OFRs, including finance directors and their representative organizations, were particularly vocal in criticizing the MD&A regime for its inflexible format and compliance-based model of supplementary reporting. 81 Seven of the response letters, which otherwise welcomed a general move to greater consistency in international reporting, expressed concern that a similar approach in the United Kingdom would result in mechanical and bland reports that would fail to give more insight into the underlying economic reality of companies. 82 "Legalistic," "coercive," "boilerplate," and "burdensome" were also some of the adjectives used in the comment letters and by the ASB to criticize the U.S. regime in action. Following a review of the reports produced under the North American regime and the consultation with report preparers, the group decided to deliberately depart from the American regulations.
After additional internal consultation with members of The 100 Group 83 of finance directors on their experience with MD&As under the regime of the SEC, the ASB eventually decided to adopt only "sensible" parts of the North American rules. 84 The OFR regime in the United Kingdom was otherwise supposed to deliberately depart from the "prescriptive" tone of the American regulations. 85 The idea that regulation in the area of financial reporting should give companies "room to breathe" had already been featured in the professional debates about the future of financial reporting in the United Kingdom that accompanied the creation of the ASB. 86 The ASB recognized existing efforts by some listed U.K. companies to develop best practices in this field and viewed them as the basis on which further standardization could be based. 87 In contrast to the regulatory approach adopted by the SEC and OSC, the ASB hopes that the voluntary approach proposed will enable preparers of OFRs to place less emphasis on precise interpretation of details of the recommendations and more emphasis on producing a coherent and readable discussion that concentrates on the more significant matters, but which remains fairly balanced between the favourable and unfavourable. 88 The turning point at which positive references to the MD&A regimes in North America gave way to severe criticism was further marked by a perceived discrepancy between the role of the accounting profession in accounting reform in the United States and the United Kingdom. From the perspective of the ASB, the development of a distinctive framework for guiding the preparation of voluntary management commentary was an important step in the development of its role and identity within calls for the international harmonization of accounting practice. Although accounting bodies no longer exclusively controlled the standard-setting process at the ASB, the limited scope for flexibility in the preparation of the filings to the SEC under the rules-based regime was seen to conflict with the "entrepreneurial" mentality in the development of accounting practice in the United Kingdom. 89 A notion of professionalism in the standard-setting process at the ASB continued to be linked to a historic mission of U.K. accounting standard setters to provide innovative thinking in a regulatory system emphasizing a cooperative relationship between the standard setter and business. The decision in favor of a voluntary statement, therefore, was seen as an opportunity to gradually raise awareness and acceptance for the new type of statement. This would equally benefit capital markets and preparers while also raising the profile of the accounting profession after the decline of public trust in the system of self-regulation by the accounting profession, which had led to the creation of the ASB in 1990. the formal administrative boundaries of the standard-setting arena and toward regulatory reform as a multi-directional process of translation. While the exercise of tracing an elusive web of discursive schemes may appear complex and unsystematic, it contributes to a better understanding of the multiple sites of regulatory reform more generally. This perspective complements investigations of the interplay of specific agents, interests, and power relations in regulatory space, which tend to treat regulatory change as a contingency of contextual change and institutional relationships. It shows that regulatory issues and the context in which they emerge are intrinsically linked and co-constitute each other; regulatory space and its wider context are not clearly distinguishable. Actors and issues in regulatory space are not confined to the sphere of accounting standard setting but may also be affiliated with wider arenas of discourse that have, per se, nothing to do with standardization projects in financial reporting.
The perspective on regulatory change as a process of multidirectional translations also complements studies of agenda setting as the outcome of choice or capture that tend to treat regulatory reform as a combination of "push" and "pull"-push from powerful actors exercising pressure on standard setters to advance their own interests; pull from standard setters seeking to maintain their legitimacy in politically or economically difficult environments. Those agenda-setting studies have, however, little to say about the initial emergence of new regulatory problems and solutions. The study of the OFR event shows that innovation in accounting regulation does not mean virgin birth. New regulatory approaches, no matter how radical they may appear to their observers at a particular moment in time, are combinations of institutional structures, historical trajectories, governing rationales, policy programs, and abstract ideas about the objects of government. The tracing of a wider constellation of accounting change offers a way of explaining how it became possible, through multiple processes of translation, to view narrative reporting as part of the financial reporting category and to understand how this new way of thinking about accounting could be reconciled with the wider programmatic language of governing at the level of the ASB. It also implies that national policies pertaining to the ways in which organizations are made visible and governable through accounting can be closely entangled with the sphere of the "global"-even in the absence of formal administrative ties to international developments, transnational communities, and regulatory spaces. The historic case study is also relevant for research that seeks to address the upsurge in regulatory reform projects that are aimed at the closer integration of financial statement disclosures with qualitative management commentary since the beginning of the twenty-first century. Today, nonfinancial and future-oriented statements by management on the objectives of the business and the potential for achieving them are widely recognized as an integral part of the annual financial reporting package in the United Kingdom and internationally. 90 Moreover, this paper shows that regulatory translations are multidirectional. They need to be understood in terms of simultaneous inputs, outputs, and processes that constitute the field of activity of regulatory reform as well as the domains that are sought to be governed. The processes of translation in regulatory space bring together complex constellations that shape and are shaped by the practices and rationales in other (very much different and distinct) domains. Consequently, the observation that regulatory space and the context of regulation coconstitute each other contributes to a broader understanding of regulatory agenda setting as a social and historical phenomenon. The perspective on regulatory translations in this paper highlights that the articulation of problems with financial reporting can be located within and outside the arena of accounting standard setting and, therefore, under the control of neither the standard-setting body, nor its immediate constituencies-as suggested in theories of regulation as choice or capture. 91 Finally, the study of regulatory change as a multi-directional process of translation highlights the importance of discourse in creating convergences around problems and solutions that can be shared by heterogeneous group agents. Language makes government and regulatory change possible. When new categories for describing the means, objects, and objectives of government emerge, they also create new possibilities for acting and intervening in the conduct of others or oneself. At the highest level, this includes the broad families of discourses about the objectives of government that are intrinsic in the language of liberalism, welfare, or neoliberalism. " [T] under a certain description." 92 Language also renders the objects of regulatory intervention thinkable. It gives meaning to the abstract concept of "the regulatee" (organizations or individuals) by outlining their purposes, practices, and problems. Translation, therefore, underlies regulatory agenda setting by bringing new relations between discursive schemes into being.
Future research may investigate the social and historical aspects of regulatory reform in other domains. It may also transfer questions about the social and historical origins of practices and change from the study of accounting to the study of law. What makes up the category of "law" in legal reform? How far can law be seen as a translation mechanism as it is mobilized to act upon the behavior of individuals and organizations? And how far does it co-constitute the environments from which it emerges and in which it operates?
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